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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-13, 15-27, and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Urayama et al (JP-40-5217881 A) in view of Fitzsimmons et al 
(6,493,078) and Nakano et al (6,61 3,588). 

Regarding claims 1, 14-16, 17, and 29-30; Urayama et al discloses a resist 
coater with an evaluation unit for detecting dust quantity of resist film on the wafer which 
has all the features of the present invention except that the coater cup is comprises a 
transparent material; however, such a feature is known in the art, for example, as taught 
by Fitzsimmons et al. Fitzsimmon et al, from the same field of the endeavor, teaches 
that the a part of the coater bowl (105) is made of transparent material (transparent 
window)(1 20,220,32) so that the detector (131) is located outside of the chamber for 
monitoring the substrate (115) (figures 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 and column 4, lines 29-31 and 
column 6, lines 40-42). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the device of Urayama et al by using a 
transparent material for the coater bowl as taught by Fitzsimmons et al so that the light 
source and the detector are located outside of the coater. The rationale for this 
modification would have arisen from the fact that by using a transparent material or 
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window for the coater and positioning the detector and light source outside of the coater 
would prevent the damages of the light source and detector due to the heat, dirt and 
moisture inside the coater. 

Urayama et al does not teach that the coating device is automatically terminated 
when the amount of the dust is exceeded a predetermined level. However, such a 
feature is known in the art as taught by Nakano et al. Nakano et al teaches that the 
plasma processing device with a particle detection optical system in which the etching 
operation can be halted if the total number of particles generated exceeds a reference 
value (column 9, lines 21-27 and column 18, lines 44-52). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to include in Urayama et al a terminating system as 
taught by Nakano et al. The rationale for this modification would have arisen from the 
fact that using such system would alert the operator know when the processing 
chamber need to be cleaned or maintenance. 

Regarding claim 3, the laser source is attached to the coater cup (see figure 1 ). 

Regarding claims 4 and 18, see Urayama's abstract for resist coater. 

Regarding claims 2, 5-7,12-13, 19-21, 26-27, see Urayama's abstract for a laser 
source (10) and a laser detector (1 1 ). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use an edge emitting laser 
or a solid-state semiconductor light emitter because they would function in the same 
manner. A substitution one for another is generally recognized as being within the level 
of ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding claims 8 and 22, see figure 1 of Urayama for spindle (15). 
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Regarding claims 9 and 23, see Urayama's abstract for detecting dust. 

Regarding claims 10, 11, and 24-25, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the particle detection 
system of Urayama et al for detecting the photoresist dust as a result of a wafer spin 
coating operation because the device would function in the same manner. 

Regarding claims 31 and 32, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include in Urayama one or more 
additional coater bowl if addition inspection is desired. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-13, 15-27, 29-32 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hoa Q. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2426. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM to 6 PM, Monday through 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frank G. Font can be reached on (571) 272-2415. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Application/Control Number: 10/043,023 



Page 5 



Art Unit: 2877 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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